il

Park Went Two

Clitt Mine Road
Pittsburgh, PA 18275
412:789-1000

C-34-9.5+126
September 10, 1985
WUS Project No. $761.05

Mr. Roy Schrock

U. S, Environmental Protection Agency
841 Chestnut Street

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19107

Subject: Transmittal of AEPCO's Response
to Technical Review Comments
on the Sand, Grave) and Sione
Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study Report

Dear Mr. Schrock:

Enclosed please find one (1) copy of AEPCO's response to the technical
review corments submitted, regarding the (draft) Remedial Investigation/
Feasibiltty Study (R1/FS) Report. This attachment suwmarizes KUS, EPA
Region II], Maryland Department of Health and Mente) Hygiene, U. S.
Amy Corp of Engineers', meeting of May 8, 1985, and weeting of May 10,
1985 comments.

Thank you for your quick response and cooperation during the preparation
of the RI/FS report, Both AEPCO and 1 look forward to working with
you during the Phase II RI/FS and 1f you have any questions or comments .
regarding this information, please feel free to contact me,

Yery truly yours, Approved:

Pt Sod R, it & et

obert E, Stecik, David E, MacIntyre
Project Manager Region 111

Manager of Projects
RES/pal

Enclosure

cc: Abe Ferdes, EPA = Region 111
Lisa Woodson, EPA - Headquarters
Witliam Kaschak, EPA - Headquarters
John Renehan, NUS
Paul Goldstetn, NUS

bec: D. R. Brenneman A
D. Senovich ().




RESPONSE TO NUS'S CONMENTS ON RI/FS REFORT(3)

RI/FS FOR THE SAND, GRAVEL, ANO STONE SITE
ELKTON, CECIL COUNTY, MARYLAKD

COMMENT

RAMESH SHAH'S COMMENTS ON DRAFT RI/FS REPORT

1. Section 4,1,2: Details about geologic drilling are
not related to the surface soflse.,

2. o 4034 through 4:36: AL( thres cross-sections need
to be redrawn,

3. Water batence?
h. Other commenta in the text,
DEAN NEPTUNE'S COMMENTS ON ORAFT RI/FS REPORT
1. Bettar then most subcontract efforts but still
needs attention in & number of aress. Cowments
in the test,
DON R, SRENNEMAN'S COMMENTS ON RI/FS REPORT

1. Discussion following remedial alternative categori.
zation will have to be revised,

2. Mo, for alternatives where excavation is dis-
cussed, the typical problem appears: how do we know
restly how much material to remove and what is our
rl:.l‘:v.\ulo. This could be viewsd by EPA a8 8 major
weakness,

3. Also, 1f spplicable, discharge of conteminated
vaters to a POTW must be avaluated,

4. Other commnts fn the teat,

fee new Section 4.1.2,

See new Figures 4:2:9 to 4:2:11 on peges
4+36 through 4-38,
See Table 4+4:9 on p, 477,

Correctad where necessary.

Noted and corrected where sppropriate.

:3'4"' 92 and 9+3; and p. 10+1 through

See p, 10+37 through 10:44; end Figure
8+1+1 on p, 8:20, opriate ranges
of excavation costs have been incorpo:
rated {nto the cost estimetes to cover
the uncertainties regerding quentities
of drum, wastes, and contaminated
soils to be excavated and disposed,

See Section 9.1.10 on p, 931 through

Addressed where necessary,
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RESPONSE 1O COMMENTS ON RI/FS REPORT(S) RECEIVED IN PROJECT MEETINGS

RI/FS FOR THE SAND, GRAVEL, MWD STONE S$ITE
TLK700, CECIL COUNTY, MRYLAVD

COMENT " pEsPONSE
WAY 10, 1985 (Westing awong BPA, N0 DWHN, WSS, and AEPCO)

1. A mep showing contaninated aress, drums, etc. S Figure 3-4-1 Location of Vastes
ond Flgure 8:1+1 Contaminated Areas,

2, ¥3:06 in the western excavated ares is not » back: Corracted, See Section 3.4, parapraph
ground station, 3,

3. Lebel and shade Ponds P01, P02, and PO3 on Flgures Corrected o8 requested,
4302, 433, 434, ond 4+3-5,

4, Need conclusions and summery for each section, Corrected 88 recuested,

5, Justify Phase 11 RI/FS program, See Section 3.4 paragraph (3);
P. 478 "Intaraction between Shallow,
Qotp, ondl Badrock Aquiters®; section
4.1,4 "Sumary of Soil Contamination
Problems®; and p, 4+94,

( i ) 6. Verify contents of Table &+41 Summery of Resfden: verified and corrected as requested,
tial wells: Springe should not have dimensions,

MAY 8, 1965 (Neating between NUS end AEPCO)

1. Include finding of existence of metailic objects See Section 3.4 Pmmgh (k) onps 3-13
southwest of Pond P02, and Figure 3+4<1 on p. 3014,

2. Mention that the weutern excavated area is contemi» See Saction 3.4 Paragraph (3) on p. 313
nated and requires investigation fn Phase 11 RI/FS, und Section 4.1,3 on p, 49,

3. Verify whather the wationds on site are truely wet: See Section 5.5.
ands or men-sade wetiands, [f they are men:mede
wetlonds, use sppropriate neme(s) instead of the
word *wetlend,®

4, Consider periodic system repairs required for each See the cost tables throughout Section 10,
romedial alternative. For present worth snalysis,
assume that the perfodic system repair cost will
occur every 5 years 8t a rate of 5X of the asso
clated copital cost,
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RESPONSE TO KPA'S COMMENTS ON RI/FS RIPORT(S) -

RI/PS FOR THE SAND, GRAVEL, AND BTONE S1TE
ELKTON, CECIL COUNTY, MARYLAND

COMMENT

EPA REGION [11'8 COMMENTS ON SECTION 8,0

1, The e of £ munz Procedure to "assist in the
identification of positive readings® {s questioned,
This procecure wes not casigned or proposed to be
weed in sny assessment of risk or hazard and has
questionable validity In this regard,

2 pe 8:3: Total extraction procedures would be more
sppropriate than the EP tox{city procedurs for
metal determinations in orviite waste samples.

3, po 8:5 (Second peragraph): Citing concentrations of
mtals that are significently sbove normal, typical
background Levels would have been useful.

4. s 8°5 (Lot peragragh): Stated that cyanide levels
were "considered to be low," Lower than what?
(1030, L0Lo, TDLo, MCL, 1,08+6 cancer risk?)

3. p. 8:11: Tentatively Identified ABSN extractable
compounds (TICs) should have been defined (why are
these compounds placed in this category?)

6. p. i+14: TIC compounds detected wars excluded from
the l{ut of contaminents found, Several of these
compounds are toxic and some are carcinogens,

7. . 8:15 (Second paragraph)t Chemicals with low Kow
velues are considered to be relatively hydrophilic,
not relatively hydrophobic.

8. p. 8:29: Separating health effects into chemicat

m‘dcity or biological effects has no scientific
Br covscnrrrnne

Carcinogenicity is a type of tumorisenicity and

should be Listed as such, The relevance of

sutapenicity as o predictor of carcinogenicity

should be presented. Tha various reproductive

ﬂ!::;n such o8 teratogenicity, ... Should be
sted,

9. p. 8:313 Corcinogenicity tarms were not detined
(enimel definite, animl positive, etc.)

10, p, $:33: MNCL and PPCL combined (1sting I8 con-
fusing. The uen of the term PPCL with a footnote
explaining its overall meaning would have been
sutficiont,

1. p. B:44 (Third paragraph); The statement "chtoro
form is a positive mutagen in humans, rats,
hamsters, momais, and bacteria vis inhatationy
has at lesst four obvious errors.

12, p. 8:30: ‘The AD] for lead of 0,31 mg/kg would have
sppropriste in this sestion.

. p. 8:53, 3:34: Oatails of biote sempling were not
presented end |Mom|m\prw1¢-d vas vary sketchy,
i¥a 'y

NI RY

True.  But N0 response was made because
;!‘ sk of batter alternative proce:
res,

Debateble. No respones,

No responss,

Cyanide wes not often present nor
widely distributed at the site, There:
for, it wes not selected as & "contami«
nent of concern,®

The presence of TICs connot be validated,
o response.

(As above)

Corrected.

Agraed, This was done for convenience
only,

Agreed, But no response, becouse

mntioning these facte would not change
the conclusions in this section,

Yes, they have been defined in various
tables {n this section,

These terme have been footnoted in the
relevant tables,

Corrected,

[

Corrected,

No response, because of lack of chemi«
cal data on biota,




RESPONSE T0 D DHNH'S COMMENTS ON RI/FE REPORT(S) 0”{'"
SN

RI/FS FOR THE SAND, GRAVEL, AND STONE SITE {Rer')
ELKTON, CECIL COUATY, MARYLAND

COMMENT - RESPONSE
¥ DINH'S COMMENTS ON RI REPORT(S)

1. Site security and site closure costs have not besn Corrected and rmomd in ati cost
{rcorporated into eny of the alternatives, Cost for tables §n saction 10
disposal of the contaninated sofl removed, when
mtmtlm the interceptor trenches has not been

On pege 9:14 and other eress, ft was stated that See revised discussfons on page 9-14;
none of the residential wells have experienced eny and Tebles 4+5-7 through 4+5:9 in
conteminution, when in fact, one of the mldmhl Section 4,

wells showed a trace level of one conatituent at a

tevel (ess than 10 ppb...,

11 the pPhase |1 study confirms fnitial information Additional remedial measure(s) will be
that the intersediste aquifer and bedrock under the {dentitied end assessed during Phase 11,
site are contaminated, then remedial mensures pro i1 desmedt necessary,

posed to mitigete problm in the shallow aquifer in

Phase | mey not sufficiently address the problem,

The trestment atternative coss not take into consi~ Set Saction 9.1.10 » Offaite Treatment
deration hauling the wastewatsr off site for trest:

ment to 8 15D facility or upgrading a municipelly

owned wastewater treatment plant to hendle this

wastevater,

MO DIWMN'S COMMENTS ON SECTION 8.0 OF RI REPORT(S)

1, Table 8:2+1 (p, 8:20): 1,1,V trichlorosthene should Wil be corrected {n the final nper't.
read: 1,9,1¢ trichlorosthane

2, Table 8:3-1A (p, 8:30): CAS # for 1,1,1trichloror Wil be corrected in the final report,
athene should reed; 71:55+6

3, Tebie 8:3-2 (p. 8:33)¢ WLl varify and, if necessary, make
Incorrect AMCL ({sted for chiorobenzene, should corrections in the final report.
rond: MR, Incorrect National Drinking Water
Standards Listed for 1,1, 1:trichioroathene, should
read: MR, Dien-Butylphthalate, shoutd read: WR,

&, ps 8:36, 15t poregraph Line 7 Will be corrected {n the final report,
PoRectad DI, ok - i
methyl chioroform., ™

vy

2 l\al?




ORI
RESPONSE TO ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS' COMNENTE ON R1/Ps IIMV“) ;,‘}

RI/FS FOR THE SAND, GRAVEL, ANO STONE SITE
ELKTON, CECIL COUNTY, MARYLANO

COMMENT
V.S, ARMY CORRE OF ENGINIERS! COMMENTS OM A) REPORY
15 There are thtee nemes which seem to be used No response
interchangeably « Maryland Sand end Gravelstone
Co., Merylend Send, Gravel, and Stone Co,, and
Sond, Gravel, and Sxone Co.

2. Keat of the meps are quite blurcy end hard to resd, Corrected

3. This RI report Lists only deta from this project, Previous data are rather scattered;
Data from earl{er studies ware not included ex {8 their sources are very difficult to
often done in R reports at other sites, Data track and connot be effectively
!Mm :Il’lhl‘ stidies would be hatpful in snalyzing validated,
the site.

Ponds 01 end 02 and the waste close by appear to No response
have the highest levels of organic contamination

by far (aswples W52, SED21, and SED+04). The

concentrations are very high, but the values cane

not be vsed with much confidence when 80 much of

the analysis data has been rejected. ..o

The waste semples ware snalyzed for the 8 RCRA Thess metals were preselected during
metals by EP Toxicity Test, The other sewples the RAMP, An attespt will be mede to
vere analyzed for 10 of the priority pol lutant cover all {mportant metals in the
mtals, Probably should have snalyzed for the proposed Phase 11 RI/FS,

13 priority pollutant metals,

P 4412 First sentence mentions three bedrock There was more than one bedrock bore-
boreholes, Howsver, only one is mentioned any: hole, Howaver, only ons was {nstalled,
where else, 1t became & bedrock monitoring well,

Pe 4713 Mione of these stations detected VOO See Section 4,
pecien wioo®

P 3¢5, 5:7: The \ncation of ‘semple 3330 is not Corrected
marked on Figure 5+1+4, The location of $w+36

on Figure 5:1:4 is marked on the srong side of

Old kik Meck Roud,

p. 5:8; (Next to last paragraph) Pond 03, not 01, Corrected
s monitored by Stations W05, 06, and +07,

po 814, 8:13; Using TCLo, TDS0, TDLO, etc. con No response
be someshat confusing, TDLo, LDLo, etc. values

could be due to a (ab animel that has o great deal

of blotogical variabiifty compared to the average,

1050, 1030, etc. values should be much more

reproducible,




